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Remarks/Arguments; 

Claims 1-15 are pending in the above-identified application. Claims 1-3 and 5-6 
have been cancelled. 

Rejection in view of Olson et al.. and Sieael 

Claims 1, 4-5, 12 and 14-15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable in view of Olson et al. and Siegel. The rejection of claims 1 and 5 are moot 
due to the cancellation of these claims. 

Claim 4 

Claim 4 is amended to be in Independent form. Claims 1-3 and 5-6 have been 
cancelled. Thus, Applicant requests that the amendment to claim 4 be entered. Neither 
Olson et al. or Siegel disclose: 

... wherein the information transmission part divides the 
effect of movement into a plurality of ranks, and 
transmits the stored information by a predetermined 
power according to each one of the ranks ... (Emphasis 
added). 

Applicant's exemplary embodiment includes an information transmission part 1103 
that changes the information transmittable distance, for example, in three ranl<s, in 
response to a speed for transmitting information. (Page 4, lines 21-23). The three 
ranks, corresponding to the moving speed ("effect of movement") are shown in Fig. 
5. In other words, apparatus 41 selects mode "1" (corresponding to the first rank) 
when it moves at the speed of 0.1 - 1.0 meter/second (m/sec), then transmits 
information at a distance of 2 meters therefrom. When apparatus 41 moves at the speed 
of 1.1 - 3.0 m/sec, it selects mode "2" (corresponding to the second rank) and 
transmits information at a distance of 4 meters therefrom. When apparatus 41 moves at 
the speed of not less than 3.1 m/sec, it selects mode "3" (corresponding to the third 
rank) and transmits information at a distance of 6 meters therefrom. The information 
transmission part of apparatus 41 can change an information transmittable distance by 
changing a transmission voltage ("predetermined power"). (Page 7, lines 9-19). Thus, 
"... the information transmission part divides the effect of movement into a plurality of 
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ranks and transmits the stored information by a predetermined power according to each 
one of the ranks ..." 

As described in the previous response, Olson et al. does not disclose an 
information transmission part that "... divides the effect of movement into a plurality of 
ranks ..." The Examiner now argues, at page 2 of the Advisory Action, that Siegel 
discloses these features. Siegel has an algorithm that calculates the strength and 
approximate transmission distance of the signal, based on the speed of the emergency 
first vehicle. (Para. [0014]). The Examiner argues that the calculation is for transmitting 
variable signal/strength power based on different transmission distance ranks. (Advisory 
Action, page 2, lines 8-10). Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner. The 
power of the signal in Siegel is not transmitted according to a plurality of ranks. Thus, 
Siegel does not disclose "... divide the effect of movement into a plurality of ranks ..." 
Further, Siegel does not disclose "ranks" of any kind. Thus, claim 4 is allowable over the 
art of record. 

Claim 12 

With regard to claim 12, neither Olson et al., Siegel, nor their combination 
disclose or suggest, "...sensing an effect of movement of an information transmitting 
apparatus..." (Emphasis added). 

The Examiner argues that Olson et al. discloses "... sensing an effect of movement 
of an information transmitting apparatus ..." because Olson detects the velocity of 
the vehicle 10 and the transmitter 54 is inside the vehicle 10. (Advisory action, page 2, 
lines 15-17). Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's argument. Olson et 
al. includes a distance sensor 52 coupled to the transmission of a vehicle. However, 
distance sensor 52 detects the velocity of tlie veiiicle . (Para. [0027], lines 26-29 and 
Para. [0032], lines 16-18). The distance sensor 52 does not detect the velocity of the 
transmitter. Thus, Olson et al. does not sense an effect of movemen t of the 
information transmitting apparatus. 

The Examiner argues that Siegel discloses "... sensing an effect of movement of an 
information transmitting apparatus ..." Siegel includes a first sensor that registers 
data on the speed and direction of an emergency veiiicle. (Para. [0032]). Thus, 
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Siegel also does not recite "... sensing an effective movement of an information 
transmitting apparatus ..." Tlius, claim 12 is allowable over the art of record. Claims 
14 and 15 depend from claim 1, Accordingly, claims 14 and 15 are also allowable over 
the art of record. 

Relection in view of Olson et at., and Sieoel and Westerlaae et al. 

Claims 2, 6 and 13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Olson et al. and Siegel and Westerlage et al. The rejection of claims 2 and 6 are 
moot due to the cancellation of these claims. Claims 13 is allowable, however, because it 
depends from an allowable claim. 

Rejection in view of Oison et ai.. and Sieoei and Streimer 

Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Olson 
et al. and Siegel and Streimer. The rejection of claim 3 is moot due to the cancellation of 
this claim. 

Rejection in view of Oison et ai., Siegel and Fitzqibbon et ai. 

Claims 7-9 and 11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Olson et al., Siegel and Fitzgibbon et al. 

Claim 7 

With regard to claim 7, neither Olson et al., Siegel and Fitzgibbon et al. disclose or 
suggest, "...a sensing part for sensing an effect of movement of the information 
transmitting apparatus ..." (Emphasis added). Olson et al. and Siegel are described 
above. Fitzgibbon et al. includes a control circuit which is used to compare previously 
acquired thumbprint data with incoming thumbprint data. Fitzgibbon et al. also does not 
disclose or suggest, "... a sensing part for sensing an effect of movement of the 
information transmitting apparatus..." Thus, claim 7 is allowable over the art of 
record. Claim 8 depends from claim 7. Accordingly, claim 8 is also allowable over the art 
of record. 
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Claim 9 

Claim 9, Willie not identical to claim 7, includes features similar to those set forth 
above with regard to claim 7. Thus, claim 9 is also allowable over the art of record for 
reasons similar to those set forth above with regard to claim 7. 

Claim 11 

Claim 11 depends from claim 9. Accordingly, claim 11 is also allowable over the 
art of record. Claim 11 includes patentable features in addition to the features of claim 
9, namely, "...the information transmission part divides the effect of movement into a 
plurality of ranks..." These patentable features are described above with regard to claim 
1. 

Reiection in view of Olson et al.. Sleael. Fitzaibbon et al. and Westerlaoe 

Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Olson et al., Siegel, FItzgibbon et al. and Westerlage. Claim 10 is allowable, however, 
because it depends from an allowable claim. 

In view of the amendments and arguments set forth above, the above-identified 
application is in condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 



DFD/dfd/fp 

Dated: October 2, 2007 

P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 



Respectfully submitted, 
M-Prestia 
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